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Preface'.

Evaluation of the educational progress of handicapped
,children and evaluation of the programs in which they
are placed has been an ongoing concern.for parents,
teachers, administrators, and researchers. The passage
of Public Law 947142, The EducatiOn for All Handicapped
Children Act of 1975, 'has emphasized the need for account-
ability--both for prOgress made by individual children and
for overall-effectiveness of special education programs.

The state directors'of special educatiOn in Region 3
(which includes Arizona, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico,
Utah and the Bureau of Indian Affairs schools) requested
the Southwest Regional Resource Center (SRRC) to address
the problem of measuring the effectiveness of resOuree
programs--programs that serve handicapped children for
that part of the day when they leave the regular class-
room for intensified special help.

The SRRC 'obtain,...d the services of two consultants to pre-

pare a process model and to conduct a limited field test

of the model. The consultants retained were Dr. Betty D.

Harrison, coordinator of special education at Brigham
Young University, and Mrs. Tribly Dallon, doctoral candi-
dat.,2 at BYU and'an experienced resource teacher. Special

emphasis was to be given to measuring the effectiveness
of the programs and the progress of handicapped children
in the term§ laid out in PL 94-142.

.This document contains the process model and forMs uti-

lized by the consultants, a report on the field test, and
conclusions and recOmmendations. The model, and the field

test are discussed in the two .major sections of this. book..

It is hoPed that special education teacherS and adminis-

G trators at the state, intermediate and local levels through-.

out Region 3 find here basic information upen which .

can be built the unique evaluation structures needed to

assure that indiVidual,handicapped ehildren receive appro-
priate services, that effective programs are stengthened
and maintained and that programs which might fall shOrt .

are upgraded to.meet legal requirements.

This document, like others produced by the SRRC, is not

seen as a final statement on how to Solve a specific prob-

lem; it is seen as one step in an ongoing process toward.

more appropriate edueational services for handicapped
children and youth. .

H. Wayne'Johnson
Director, SRRC
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; 11. tr'oplv,,! nvol vod t hrou.th I

,,nN7 .; Or 4t-.11,.*! i tut. nn.; oc
),;; t nink!LL:.1nt:II flont- t:o pro.,;ont_

co,)! d i ;-; (A) -;nIroo pro, jrnilu-, 1, Isod upon the Promise
tho h,m,Hyappod child should remain in rho least

re-Jricti- s-'ttng. This trend has resulted in .h.he
o' 'hi! Iron wiLh a variety of handicaus--

roirnin.t Oi-ahilitins, nnntal retardation, emotional
dtstarhJnee, connunicatinr disorders, motor impairment--
in r, 11,11 ,,1,1;;reom for a major portion of each

Ha,: with sflocial support services being provided
t h, 1'. ;-;011.r, 1)'.-(-)q rar.11.

11,L1 boon a similar trend toward training
., hors t.o ho Thenoralists"'who can adapt tho

snpporl sol-ices to the needs of each handicapped child, .
ac:!!.k:;!, ro,!-;ourco teachers have found themeselves

'rained but placed in a setting requiring
genora!is' prdnres. The problem has been intensified
in.th.: rural aroas where the availability of ancillary
spocialists is limited, and the resource teacher Tay find
that the responsibility for identification, placement,
goal eleet:ion, diagnosis, programming, teaching strategies,
evainat:ion progreqs, and accountability rests with the
re.:;.-rnree prograrl. This has resulted all too frequently
in the placomnt of handicapped children in resource pro-
grams where the goals and strategies become the same for
all children regardless of handicapping condition. Urban
areas have experienced similar problems due te the large
number of children requiring services.

It is.recognized that there are commonalities among handi-
capping conditions as well as commonalities between handi-
capped and nonhandicapped children which should.be consid-
ered but it is also recognized that this is a departure from
the individualization concept upon which programs for the
handicappea have been based and which has been mandated
by both federal and state legislation. Funding,is granted
on categorical eligibility; quality as well as quantity
in educating the handicapped must be considered in order
to determine whether or not funding is justified.

The lack nf a process model for determining the progress
of handicacped children in resource settings has been a
problem for federal, state and district administrative
personnel who must evaluate programs and determine eligi-
bility for funding.

3
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(LD)

a Haudicaflping ConditiowY (bH)
Ae Mental Retardation (IMO

4. u,indi(lappiny Conditions (MU)
cemmuuicaTion Disorders (CD).

se ha.I.ie,ipping conditions would normally be in the
mild or ;r:4cerate range in order to justify placement in
a reoul'ee program. The steps in the model should also
hc. te ether areas of handicap for which the

would b,! aopropriate; however, it would
:Lat !he teacher would possess highly special-
(Praille, siiin language for the deaf, etc.)

in adi! to the usual training for a resource teacher.
Lhi: severely handicapped child would normally

be placed in a more restrictive setting in order that
his needs miyht be morc adequately met.

The model is based upon the requirements outlined in
Public law.(PL) 94-142, The Education for All Handicapped
Childrc.n :\r.!: of 1975. Perhaps one of the most important
aspects of' t.h. Act is the requirement of the development
at thc schon d1stri47t level of an "individualized cduca-
t-ion program" for each and every handicapped child served.
The Act dcL.nes this as

--a written statement for each handicapped child
,1,o1c)ps,ri in any meeting by a representative of
t14 local educational agency or an intermediate

unit who shall he qualified to pro-
o- oeri:isp the provision of, specially

.Aes*,:ined insf-ruction to meet the unique needs of

12



ly(ndirapbed.children,.the f:nacher, the parents
/or guardian of such ch..LL ind, whenever/appro-
pri,,,te. such child, which statement sha..1 include.
(A-a statement of the present levels of educational
p'nfo,7rnance of such chi77c1, (B) a stateMent of annual

in-..7.!lu1 ing short-term instructicrnal objectives,
42) a.state.,nent'of the specific. nducational services
to be proved.to such child,-and the extent to which .

such cild will be able to participate ir regular'
educal..ional Programs. (P) the projected date, for
Llltiation and anticipated. duration bf such,services,
an, (E) anpopriate objective ci5lteria and evalu-
ation proreclutes and .schedules for determining, on

Tet-n annual basis, whether instructional
objectives are being achieved.

Th,-s2 individual plans must be developed by appropriate ,

nrc)feSs.n?il personnel,in the school district in consulta-
tion with: the pent,-and if possible, the child himself.

The process requirements in PL 93=38D are refined in
PL inclUde the right of the,parent to
.examine h'i's,child's educational records; to request inde-
pendentevaluation of the. child; to written.prior notice

the sdhool prOposes to Initiate or change, or.refuses
to initiate Or.change, the identification, dValuation or'
yducational placement of the child; informed consent-,
including information in the native language; and an
impartial"due process hearing and .appeal.

9A-142'provides for federal funds to be granted to
. . .

s the local educational agency (LEA) based upOn a master
plan for.sti.ving/the handicapped of the state: An
increasing percentage .of federal funds will, be passed
on to the LEA/over the projected years through 1982:
Evaluation)of the.effectivehefindividuarized in-

.7struction1 least restrActive placement and procedures. to
prevent/erroneous classification of children' must be
provided.

InaeMuch as.resource programs have become a,prevalent
option.for plading handidapped children in the least
...restrictive setting, the necessity for determining the
effectiveness of such programs will be felt by the LEA,
SEA. (state,educational..agency) and federal agencies.
The greatestiMpact, however, will be on the personnel
in each individual school and particularly on the
re5ource.tOcher-who is responsible fot direct delivery
of.serviCeS to handicapped children.

6
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The process mo(-11 represents a sequence of steps to be

followed in evaluating the effectiveness of a resource

program_ It is recognized.that the specific individ-
ualization for each handicapped child should be.reviewed

at :least:. annually. The process model may be applied to

the evalual,ion of an individual child's program or to

the e,raluation of the total resource program.in a school,

district or'state. An evaluation may be requested by

the state eddcational agency, the local educational agency

or a parent with concern for a particular child. Most

evaluationE;, however, will probably be performed to
determine eligilt-Jility for. funding as required under

DI, 94-142.

Fvaluation Procedures

Proparatiion for evaluation should begin at the time a

rcscurco program is initiated. OnlY by followin,, a
crinsstent pattc7:n desj.gned:to meet both quali:ty an3
quantity control can personnel prepare for a valid eval-

uation of the effectiveness of the.program in meeting the-

needS of handicapped children. Personnel in.effective
resource programs should be prepared for program evalu-
atiep.at'all times; however, if a comprehensive evalu-
ation of all resource programs within a large diStrict,
region or state is to be conducted, advance planning and
prenaration are necessary.

Timeline for Comprehensive Evaluation
i

A.suggested schedule of evaluation.activiti6s and arrange-

ments is graphically portrayed in Figure 1; page 8.

,

Adaptatiqns will be necessary to.meet thelneeds. of each

_____ t
__s_i_tuitionj. howeverthe intervening time ..ietween the

request. for .evaluation and-dissemination-of-the-results,
should-be as short as. possible. This il'.; es.senti44n

order to maintain a high level of indiyidual cdifirdi*O-nt

on the 'part of the staff and to maximi/ze benefits:to
individual handicapped students for wIlOm changes in pro-

cedure may be necessary as a result Of the evaluation.

If the evaluation of the effectiveness of resource pro-
grams within a school distriOt is/to be included in an.
evaluation of all special education seryices within the
district, the detailed procedures Outlined inra report
submitted to the Division of Instructional Support Ser-
vices, .1.1tah State Board of Education on July 15, 1974.

mav be. helpful. The title of'the report is "A Process

1 4



Cumulative
Time

Maximum
Time for
Each Step

i

At least
Week 1 5 weeks

prior to
visit

At least
Week 2 4 weeks

..,
prior to
visit

At least
Week 3 3 weeks

prior to
visit

\At least
Week 4 \2 weeks

prior to
visit

At least
Week 5 1 week

prior to
visit

Week 6

Evaluation
team visit

Not more
than 2

Week 8 weeks
after
visit

Not more
than 3

Week 9 weeks
after
visit -

..
Not more
than 4

Week 10 weeks
af_ter

visit

Follow-
,

.
up

Ongoing

Request fof evaluation received.

1

Informal planning meeting(s) held for
SEA and LEA evaluation coordinators.

Written notice and explanation of
evaluation sent.

Questionnaires.sent to parent's home
either by mail or through resource
teachers.

'2

Data gathering procedutes established
by SEA and LEA coordinators to include
school schedule's, staff assignments,
student names or codes. Questionnaires
distributed to classroom teachers and
ancillary'personnel.

Evaluation team visit conducted. Staff
preparation Meeting held. Questionnaires
collected from classroom teachers, students,
ancillary personnel, and parents by staff
responsible. Interviews and record reviews,
conducted.

Data collated and analyzed. Results com-
piled by SEA and LEA evaluators. Effec-
tiveness of resource programs individually
and district-wide determined.

' Report prepared. _Summary of evaluation in .
written form typed 'and col4ed. Written
notification of dissemInation meeting sent
to LEA and SEA personnel.

Results disseminated. Meeting held of LEA
and SEA. representatives to con.O.der findings
and conclusions and discussionlof plans for
implementation of recommendarions.-

Ongoing staff deVelopment, both individually
and collectively,based/On evaluation results-
Preparation for future evaluations.

Fig.1. Timeline for Comprehensive Evaluation



Model for the Evaluation of Pupil personnel'and Special
Education Through a Third-Party Team."

0

Seaection of Evaluation Team

The evaluation team for a comprehensive.' review should
he selected in the planning meeting(s) of the LEA and
SEA reprpsentatives.- Members of the team should be
knowledgeable in the .areas of handicapping conditions
and placement options, public school proCedures and.
requirements. of.PL 94-,,142. Absence of bias should be
a prerequisite.

If the review is requested for a particular resource
\program.or with regard to a particular child, the impAr-
!tial evaluator(s) should be selected in a meeting of
: those requesting the review and the .LEA representatives.
/ It is likely that most evaluations will-be conducted by
/ specialists from the SEA.

Participants

The roles Of all participants in the evaluation shotld
be clarified by.the LEA representative. Coordinating the
total evaluation process. .Parents and students .should
be included whenever possible. Although role definition
will :be unique to the district-or school, the-following
list may suggest representatives to be included:

District superintendent
DiStrict supervisor of special education
Principal (of each school having a resource program)
:Resource teacher (of each program to be evaluated)
Classroom teaChers
Parents
Students
Ancillary personnel
Psychologist
Social worker
Counselor
Nurse
CoMmunication specialist (speech therapist,'

audiologist, etc.)
Consultants

Medical (psychiatrist, neurologist, physician, etc..).
Clihical (behavior therapist, family' or Marriage
counselor, private educational specialist, etc.)

Diagnostic (psychometrist, diagnostic teacher,
psychodiagnastician, etc.)

16



college or university trainees and/nr faculty.

All persclnrol to be involved .jri the evaluation should be
i.n,Wri.tin7.' The tvpS. of involvement Tway vary

CT,am.enm-.-)lotien questionnaires to personal i;nte,rviews.-
o nf recorls. Arrangements should be made for

mmlikl:s of tlie evaluation team to meet with distri(7t.
%Inr1 1nr/!3 nerqonnel.

Sc..-cf.ff Pre -a ,

A :::;',7nFZ. PIPPting mav tx,- useful On-t-he day,_of
The agc.,.r.r.7,aof the meetng

should inelle discussion of the go0:-..of the evaluation,
Planned utilizF.Ition of the-rdsultsaltstments to
seheduleS and the int.roduction_ a'nd definition.
of ,:oles tho 7articioants: The meeting should he
basd-or o c-Ipirit of cooperative endeavor in the interests
'of hal.:1,dieamDod.ehildren rather than op feelings of
susE;icion or resentment,

Data Gathering

'Information should be obtained through-useof question-
naires, interviews, .observations and record reviews. :

Sample Copies of procedural. Zorms for these types of
data gathering'are included in Appendix A (pp. 47-59).
These forms should be.-adapted'or reVisecLaS.appropriate
to the evaluation setting (native language, otIntent,
format, etc.).

Questionnaires. 'Regular classrocim teachers, ancil-
lary personnel, parents and the handicapped children
themselves should contribute to the evaluation of the
effectiveness of a resource program. A child's progress
in learning to overcome his handicap or in learning how
to live with it should be reflected in his daily activities
at home and at school. Changed attitudes as well as
improved personal coMpetencies should be considered to
be important by-products of the resource program. .Although
personal interviews would be the most appropriate method'
of gathering data from.parents, regular clasSroom teachers,
ancillary persbnnel, and the child himself,the lage
numbers of people to-he contacted in a coMprehensive re-
view may be surveyed more readily by printed instruFents.

Questionnaires should be distributed to parents of handi-
capped children in the.resource prOgam at least two

10
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tho visit. The question-
rn;.)y h. Tojled or "1-.hey 6,-.)v be sent home wit_h

jr f-x-1.save postage costs. The
wording'()f gucc,rni.rcs should be asnontChnical
as to f 1:oc11i.red to comolete the. .Iriswers

-:(7) am.2 71 chvcope should he pro-
1.-turring the cuconnaire in order to preserve

rrnfidentialit,.- and to be certain.that the coripleted
rYi'irrn is returned. t6etho ;-)roPer ropresopta-

If orostional hao not been retued within
one. we.Tkk distribution, a fallow-un note or prefer-

.r..F.41. should he di7octed to -the
t) return i'uld to clarify anv

guestio--1:-; aout the procedure..

rc3a or rogular. cissroom teachers and anci. 1.-

i. el shoUldl-ko dibuted at least ono week
fi.valu.q-jen t7.:am visit.' Personal. follow7up

hy.the dis:-.Tict evaluation representative. should .ensure
return -ef all costionnaires Cn or before the date of
the evalation team visit.

The resource telcher should complete thquestionnairo
and give it to .the'yvaluator at the.conclusion of the
records review. Ideally, this.should be during an
interview betWeen the evaluator and the ressource teacher(s)
to clarify any questions which the evalOator might have.
relative .to the program.

IntLyrvews: Handicapped children will provide
valuable. evaluative information.if they are skillfully
intericd. In a p..-irsonal interview the evaluator is .

able to determine the seriousness of the child's answers,
and-can also deal with the child's limittions.in read-.;

ing and/or writing. The.intervieW should be conducted
in a conversational form. If the child is told before
the -interview starts that the.eValuator would like to
make some notes of the Conversation, there, is usually
lesS mAriosi.ty- on the part of the child, and mere care-k
fUl attention will.be given to the ..interview.

. .

Older students.may share their feelings more readily
in a group interview which is structured to maintain
on-task behavior. They reMain anonymous and are thils
encouraged to respond.Candidly.

Teleohoae interviews may be conducted with parents rather
than using printed questionnaires. This approach may be'
more eftoctive in limited evaluations When a small number
of.parents would be involved

\



'Ohservtions%- The importance of structured pro-
cedures jil a resource program' and-adherence to these
procedures should not be minimized; however, it is Well
recognized by pducator.and lay person alike that the
.quality of an educational program is a 'reflection of the
characteristics Of the teacher. The diversity of opinion
as to characteristicae desirable in a competent
teacher make-S-a-validobservation difficUlt to perform.
There are, however, certain faCtors which should exist
in an effective program. The uggested observation
form, included in the_Apperdix (p.'56), coVers factors
related to the structure; the teacher and the child.
The practice of using more than one observer for several
observation periOds increases the validity and reliabil.ity
of the observation. Four or,more children from the review
of records sample should be observed in the resource pro-
gram under the direction of the resource teacher. Obser-
vations of tedm meetings and parent conference-Sadd.
ValUable information'to the evaluation. ;- ,

Steps in Redbrd Review

The evaluator should secure a list of student names
(or identification codes).to include al handicapped
children, by category, in the resourde 'program to be
evaluated. The record of.each child in the program may
be reviewed or, in the intereSts of time, a random
sample may be drawn from each category or handicap.
The work area provided.for. the evaluator should permit
ready access to the records file and should accommodate,
the record and evaluation materials. The evaluator
.should check each'record in the sample for the follow-
ing docur...?_nted procedures:

.Referral

1. Was a documented referral made? 1s-it clearly
indicated who initiated the referral? Was the regular
classroom teacher inVolved?

2. Was.the referral form properly completed..(dated,
signed, identifying'information on child complete)? Was
the reason for referral indicated (samples of classroom
work, description of behavior, review, of cumulative
file information)?

3. Were the proper steps in the referral process
followed (contaqt,between.regular classroom teacher And
resource teacher, approval by Principal)? Was the
referral acted Upon promptly (no more than one month
between referral date .and action taken.during team
meeting).?

12
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the release fo=s completed properly-(child's
1--,,qmQ: rom- --; persen rnquestinq release, date parent(s).
sigrecl.relse. signature of parent.(s) or. witnessed mark)?
Was t-.T1,4_1--irquarce in the rnion.se arnropriatn (major
lan lm ,i,, hr,Th e.-isily rndnrstend, no p:1-ofosinr,,11.
1,RI-c:o's)

.-

2,
(t0F;17il,g

.1:7s .:1.-cc,:!

for all rl.cr--,qqprv acflons
meeirig if el-J-1er thrl affPnry

te alinrized list attenl, riacement in

release',4 com:)1cted-pr-lor tp any action- taken
wdLn r-J-r1 Le thn (.--1i16.(n.stin, discussion of nssible

n3anent)? Were parents notifie(1.
about ,,v7t.-;on. rcgarding-fir chi]d (interpretation of

aj.tcrlJatives for heirina .child)?
Was plag=int of. child sper7.ifie.a]ly indicated (resource,
-self-centainnd)?

;5crenning:
_ _ . _ _ _ _ _

1. Were ncillary personnel involved in the screen-
ing process, aS needed (school nurse, psychologist, social
worker, commurlication specialist, etc.)'? Were reports
from ancillary Personnel complete (dates, services provided
results) ?

2. Was screening process related..to referral reason
(intellectual assessment by psychologist if referral sug-
gests mental retardati6a acuity test before perceptual
test if referral suggestvisual problem)

3.. Were the ommenaltties of the Child (with non-
handicapped children as well_as with other handicapped
children) .considered in ordex that least restrictive
placement couad be followed?

Team Meeting

1. Was an official 'rcord maintal4ed of the_teath
meetingJ,n which the child'srefertalwas Presented'
(date of meeting, members prsent, action taken)?

2. Was.there sufficient input from team Members to
justify placement decision (-test reSultS, interviews,
information regarding any previous.placement)? .

,
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° I .1erv (IF scyri.ce pattern identified for
r)c; (LD, 7P, EM1.7;, ,411, CD) ? Did child meet

sLandards !for -!r)tecTory as established by
Teast restrictive place-'r. -leferiniued (-::=Arade m)?

4. W(..Y-e lAarent':.s involved: in the'team meeting (nnti-
fi,H ;And participants in decision)? Was child
1 ncr--)1172(3 the team meeting to extent pOssible?

Diagnosis

1. Was .sufficient and relevant diagnosis done
(d''!1''errqnntion of degree of handicap, entry lev31

deterrdning instructional goals, use'of formal
and tnLorr(lal instruments and/or diagnostic toaching)?

2. rre eodurns used appropriate in terms of
ard.chvirohmental background (native

stand;Ardiza;-.ion and norms, directed toward
of

. 3. Did in-for.Imation obtained lead to loaical deter-
miatien of speciiC----strengths and needs? Was information.
obtained educationally-±elevant (interpersonal relation-
ship pro;-Aems for EH rathef'than or addition to
psychjat3:ie diagnosis)?

I; 7.1S

1. were long-raage and short-term goals established
and recorded for the child?

.2. Were:the goals related to the primary handicapping_.
condition as well As secondary problem ai'eas? Were goals --

relevant to. classroom behavior and achievement included?

3. Did goals indicate specific behavior to be hown
(e.g., work'at task_without leaving sea,t, spell five words
from grade Aevel list)? Did goals indicate specific level
Of performance desired.(e.g., mork 4', task without leaving
:7,3at for ten minutes, Spell five words from grade level.
1ist with 1.()0?; Accuracy)? Did goals indicate specific
Conditions under which behaviorwould occur. (spell five
words yrally, work at task in regular classrooM fOr ten
minutes without leaving seat)?

; 4., ti&re .dates of goal selection and, antiCipated dates
Of mastery itlicated? Were follow-up dates established
for.Automati. 1?-ogram review as well as ongoing evaluation?.

1.4



\ 5, Were the regular classroom teacher, the parEint

a,Id Ifila child, whenever possible, involved
c; a 1 =,; 1 t, r7 i i. n'ri ?

1, tere the specific methods and materials to hp
osod indic,on the child's individualized °plan

(individu as well as °group activities)?

Were the strategies related to the handicapping
crindition (7:peech or langu age for-CD, ocial:-emotional
Ator ED)?

3. WA-provision made for transferring the skills

master;7-1 the regular (-7assroom and home setting?

r 1 17:7-:L:s

1. Were. the procedures used to determine,mastery . .

'doeu.::Aented (formal and/or informal dnstruments,. diagnosticc
-teaching, charting)? . Mere mastery dates entered for.
specific (joais (initial mastery_and 'follow-up)?

2. Were progress rel)orts given to the regular class,-
roomteacher (written, conferences)? To the parents
(written, conferences)? To the child (as part of daily
instruction, conferences,'wkitten)?

3. ,Iflire attendance records maintainedAdaily roll
accOuntihq for amount 'of time child in'resource program)?

4. Were future plans for the child indicated, inclUd-
ing a projection of what further services may be needed

by the. child?

5. Were other agencies or ancillary personnel involved.
as needed? .If progress was not as anticipated, was referral:-

made to.other personnel or'agencies?

The sample.tabulationform for record review.as found in
the Appendix (pp. 57-58). may.be used for a..guick over-

view by' using the major.categories (referral, releases,.

etc.). A wre in7depth review may be Conducted into'

each of these major categorieS for either the comprehensive
review of a total district or the limited review of a
school or individual child's program. The procedure may
be used by a resdurce teacher for self-evaluation or as a
guide to imOzovement in deficient areas.

'W tii
:.
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Ye,r nach item oh record ),..!view form, the evaluator
should the chi:ld'n record. If the record satis-
facorilv mets criteria, a mark should be entered.
Jf the rc.TL dr)es not meet th.; criteria, no entry
:shoui 71ad. Cr)lor -0.odincJ could also be used to
indicate i;.ot_h the natisfactory and unsatisfactory records
Tt n1:;c -:ecommended that the evaluator keep a separate
coIc)r available to indicate the.last item considered in a
recorci sheald an interruption occur.

all 1.,erd.s have been reviewed, the evaluator should
t.he total number of records for which each item

waF;' referral may not be necessary in
all cas) ahd the number o5. eases meeting the criteria
i'or each item, A percentaqe of compliance may be'com-
pUted by 1iic i the number of cases meeting the criteria
by 1LHJ :Thc! of records for which the item was
Jprrople,

'PhF: tabulatieh o7 results from the review of records should
reveal hw well the resource program adheres to the pro-
cedures r L.i.-i by PL 94-,142 from a quantitative or
numerical st:Indpoint. Notvever, the evaluator must also .
look at the qualitative factors in,.order to determine
'the effecLiness of a resource program in meeting the
needs of, handicapped children:

Informatibn from the questionnaires completed by regular,
clas;.sroom .teachers, ancillary personnel, parent's and from
the interviews with children sho4d be summarized,. into
four categories:

17 Team involvement;

2.. Individualized programming for the,child;.

ImproVement of-child in eVerydayA.14nCtoning
as well as in the resource progralill

4. AttAtade toward resource program.

A sample Ei5rm for tabulating data from the questionnaires
and interviewS is included in the Appendix (p. 59).

The observati6n report should verify:

individualized prqgramming:

-16



A

of r7hijc' in. resource program:

f child i.-4.rd resource program;

jdinf t,,,acher toward resource program.

c evalual-ion should answer the
With recd to the information

ota;nr,(1 hnr747. drawina anv r-onclusions:

validity. Does the information obtained rPally

m,-!aurc, otctivenss of resource programs for
0-on?

h,13tv. Would ether evaluators have obtained
v-7:=1ten as the evaluation team?

ti-.0 information reflect present

dara ral-Th'r than ,ulbjective.opinions of the
evalu,tiol-J -Loam m-1.m3lers?

.ere'all important sources of
info-,:mai:ich utilized?

Diz-erimination. Does the information show -the

variations in program needs for different types of
handicapped children and reflect subtle differences in
individuali7ing instruction to meet these needs?

Lfs-AlTdlity. Were the best sources'of information
_

used with a minimum expenditure of time, effort and

materials?

.Answers to all questions listed above should be in the

affirmative. If a auestion.cannot be answered ".yes" then

the effects of the limitations upon utilizing the infor-
mation _hould be'clarified in the written report.

Determining the Effectiveness of the Resource Program

The ultimate auestion to.be answered asks, "Has the-.resource
'program brought about improved skills in-the handicapped
children served which,will be 'individually important for
achieving .success in the schoo4 the home .and the community?"
Basically, ,have the children served become more efficient

learners?.

Primary goals-ahould be recognized,for each of the five
types of handicapped children Commonly served in resource

programs.,

17
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Maor emphasis should

7:ocognize the extent of his
:::Ivs in which he can eithe.:

c:: Ii vithin his handicar .

for --

cie child improved.in skills
ni academic achievement?

performance in the basic
handwrlting, spelling)

reasoning, etc.) which are pre-
in acadmir endeavors

c./atory of:handicapped children
-,cendary goal for a particular
Tm.nicap (ocational prepay7tion

reading' for an ED chi:.6, etc.).
c!-Lidei: the evidenme of,progress in

c4nais for the child and the nrimary
of tho child's handicap.

,.11sed. in isolatir-i to indicate
-6ource oroqran Pi4.'gress

and,lonc7-rasigc
asured bv observation,.

i)::,-57ic.Fnments and other inormril
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-HI Standardized test results
e d

any differences by
a resource program in

,sahlished.goals. The training
acher may result'in greaten.emphasis
priat:7: tc-) one area of handicap rather-
tr,Latmnt for all handicaps served.

Gf compliance with require-
n# .estahlih0 by funding agencies.

in. mind'that -deficiencies in
anv or: -17m may hecome a legal matter "under

y the purpose of
he

the
i-Lviow t procedures..followed in

..--dLion upon which the report is based.
-11.1aons should be summarized into three

the resource program by category
EH, MH, ED):

'iacement of children by category
stricti*fe setting;

L.1-1. noted in rcisource program goals;

ikoued
11.).[.- skills;

in regular classroom and

iie of child toward resourCe program;

-idfice of individualized plan for.child.
-

s of re:::-;ource program as an integral
1-LcAal educational sytem:

teim involvement, including
4J:Lr, and

tion with regular classroom teacherS
J1ncillary personnel;

of classroom teachets, ancillary
Jirel. a d parents toward resource
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a

, .1-i7rmte-r-rs o
,proqram:

Re-rerral.;

b. Rpleases;

C. F;crnellici;

.Team meetin ;

Diagnosis;

(7,oals;

:!-;trategies;

Progress,

Recommendations_should be specific to the'dbove areas of
effectiveness in order that alternatives may be considerrid
by the pers9nnel..of the, resource programs-vhich,were
evaluated and decisions made relative to.correcting de-
ficiencies or expanding exemplary procedüres. Suggestions
Shouldipe'precise, such as a, specific diagnostiCprocedure
or a class to be taken by a particular staff member.

If the evaluation was conducted in behalf of an individual
child, the report shouldbe 'prepared by the impartial
.evaluator to dover the above items which would be- appropriate
-to the child's case.

'Dissemination and Utilization of .Evaluation Report

The-,report of a limited evaluation of an individual school
resOU'rce program or of an individual child's case.should

.--be discussed only with the soncerned personnel. Parents,
of course, will have access to their child's. educational

:*recordS; if a parent_has requestedthe evaluation on be-
half of his child, the Parent.should be presenor.the
report.. Sensitive areas involving a particular staff
:member should'be discussed by the staff member and his°
.supervisor(s) on a confidential basis./ The report of a
comprehensive evaluation of the effect/iVeness of resource .

programs in a district,. region or staVe may be shared
most ef.fiCiently.in a:dissemination rOeting. Written
notice.-should be sent to all personnel involved. .Prior. /
.assignment should he made for staff members to review /

ite.M3in the report needing emphasiS. A portion of the/
-.meeting May:be utilized as a workshop for cemmittees to/

20
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consider recommendations of the eyaluation team and dis-
cuss any chanyebwhd-cfr may be- inylicated-w -Eaeth commit...tee

should appoint a discussion leader and a secretary in
order that the committee will be taak-oriented and a
written summary of the committees findings can be
submitted to the evaluation coordinators. Follow-up
dates should be determined. Personnel should be
entouraged to conduct ,pPriodic Golf-evaluations with
the goal of ongoing improvement.in the effectiVeness
of resource programs.for handicapped children.



Section II: Field-Test of Process Model for

Evaluating Resource Programs



Preparation and Clearances

As thA researchers prepared to field-tedt the proposed
process 'model., they surveyed the characteristics needed
in a population group.that would be representative of re-
source proqrams from the standpoints of (a) suburban-rural,
(b) cultural-economic, and (c)_diversity of. handicapping
conditions. State reports from resource programs through-
Out the State of Utah were reviewed., Three schools.were
selected: 1) a rural elementary school, population 305;
2) a suburban elementary school, population 723; and 3) a .

suburban junior high school, population 1235. Children
entolled in the'schools came from many different cultures
and socioeconomic levels. 'More than one .category of handi-
cap was sceá in each of.the three.resource programs.

,
A meeting was held at the district .office with the.f011ow-
ing represental;ives in attendance: a specialist from the
state spetial education office', the researchers, the ad-
ministrator of pupil services and the deputy.superintendent
from the school district, anl the principals and resource
teachers from the three schools. Concerns 6f the school
personnel included factors such as additional time com-
mitments, confidentiality of records, benefits to come
from the new procesS model,. parental involvement, progress
reporting procedures, and the fact that the school year
was half-over.

Final agreement for the schools within the district to
participate vas-received on January 26, 1976, and the
process model was field tested in the three schools_from
February to May 1976. Revisiohs.and elaborationS of the
process model were, made during and at the conclusion of
-the field-testing period.

. Methods and Procedures

Appointments were scheduled for the researchers to meet
with the resource personnel at each of the three schools.
Information obtained during.the interviews. included steps
followed in referral, releaSes from parents, screening,
team meetings, diagosis, establiShing goals for instruc-
-tion, teaching strategies, recording and evaluation of
progress and grouping procedures. An estimate of the
average time required, to adminiser eachHtest or evalua-
tive instrumenl: was determined, The researehers emphasized
that the purpoe 'of the field testing was to determine the
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ol Lho model anJ. to suggest areas in which
toeord-eoping procedurcS ma7need to be modified in 'order
to moc: the requirements of PL 94-142 and.in order'to ac-
corattv reflect the quality of the program. The schools
used in- Hie ..F.Loid testing weLo selected as a representa-
tive saruplun o'j the challenqes.and problems occurring
jji -e:;(,,11:.-e programs according to size of.school, popula-
tion.sni-Xid, grade level and sorvice to more than one
caLogw:y or handicap,. Evaluative information obtained
would not he used to review the field-4-estinq schools for
funding or for any other administrative purposes.

Follow-up_viSitsAwere scheduled at each school for record
reviews. Tho'fir-st visit was scheduled prior La year-end

ond the second visit was scheduled after year-end
testing in 'Order that the researchers could dot.a.,rmine how

progrc hana.i.--apped children was validated in each
prograM. Information obtained during the ini.cia1 inter-
viws is ;.Nularized, as follows.

----------.
Elemntary. The-resburce ptogram at the rural

elcinenFii--Sh5F)1 was staffed by 'a half-day teacher with
certification in the area of learning disabilities and a
half-time teacher's aide. The'average caseload was twenty
children whose categeries of handicap.were learning dip-.

abilities and emotional disturbance. Children with speech
and language prOblems were setviced by an itinerant speedh
person. Thee Were no educable mentally. retarded children
needing serv'ices in the resource program at the time of
the field testing; hOWever, the teacher ,indicated that
this category of handicap might also be included in the
tesource program should the need exist. Children with
motet handicaps were referred to a district center.-

-The resource teacher reported.that the initial referral .

,- was submitted bythe regular classroom teacher. Releases
for evaluation and placement were-obtained from the-parents
by the classroom teacher, after which the tesource teacher
.and the Classroom teacher met to discuss the case.

Screening and diagnostic tests were chosen from a basic,
battery consistinc of tne.Slosson Intelligence Test, the
Illinois Test of.Psycholinguistic Abiiities, the Slinger-

-land, portions of the.Durtell'Analysis -of Reading Diffi-
'cultios ,md thi Key Math baSed on the reasons for referral
indicated b.v t-ne classrobm teacher. Children whowere re-
ferred .17,e4us=1 (7.f emotional problems .were also seen by the
(iTtri''..t'7;,ycqist and. in soMe c!ases, were'evaluated
at_ a mental neith center.

F44
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01 Ledm mi.,etinqs woro ;:eot in a separate notebook.
The team ooi sted of the locmrce teacher, the principal,
ihe classroom teaclior and itinrdnt district ancillar-
personnel who had served the eases under consideration.
Pefer,rals.d children as possible candidates for.the re-
so ar ci 1L4LL epx o.sen t s c
team nict inj. oo(!isions as to categorical classification.,

special education programs and referral for
add-itional sorvices were made by the team.

Greyping within the resource program was primarily on the
basiS of age'inasmueh as the regular classroom teachers
preferr.ed that all Children within a particular class go
to the rescurc,: id-ogram at the same time. However, sub-
groupinq on.the basis of need was possible within the re-
source proqram.

Mehods dad materials utifized included.commercial publi-
'snob as Developmental Learning Materials kits;

lanquae.master cards, Barnell-Loft workbdoks;'locally
product.,d matcrialssuch as U-SAIL programs; andteacher-
:made materials :iuch as games, cards for the language mas-
ter, and dittoed papprs. The teacher reported that some
.drill on basic mathematics was used with the older stu-
dents, whereas more sequentially ordered skills were em-
phasized for the younger.children. Children who were
emotionally handicapped received concentrated lessons in_
social studies.

Charts and qi-dhs for each child,were posted areund the
Thete were rate and comprehension graphs for read-

ing based on an individualized oral reading time for each
child each week. Progress was also checked.on'tests
chosen from the same battery used for.screening and diag-
.nosis. Detailed case summaries comparing test results .

and reViewing progress were placed in the childreWs
folders at-the conclusion of the school year. .

Suburban Elementary School. Two special education,
teachers, one certificated in speech pathology and the
other in mental retardation, staffed the resa,xce pro-
gram at the suburban elementary school. Children from
four categories of handicap--mental retardation, learning
disabilities; commOnication disorders, and emotionally
haudicapped--were served by the program. Children with
gross motor problems were referred .to a district center.
The amoont of t.ime for.a child to be.in the, resource pro-
gram each day varied from_]:5 minutes to one-half day.
Three children were seen on a half-day basis.
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Fit 1, 1 , H t I t lt,t;c2i \fed .trom
.1 1; 1 t r t; ; Is; ch.ildren were con t: inut".d

in pre ;ram H m t ens year. . Of the flS eh i.ldren
were emotionally handi -

0,111C0111C: mort:.ally ...etardod, 53 wer learn -
t I 11 kold !--,pt..Ne.ch problems .

ri !1-(.t'0;11CI Ii1(1 diagnostic festing battery incitOed the
!!'leittwnco TLst, +-1-1c: Durrell Spelling subtest

of- the r,ii,-elt malysis of PInding Difficulties, a locally
Hcee(:h assessment,. the Silvaroli T:cading Test,

tne rtion ot.the Wide Range Achiovrment Test,
the T!Linois of Psycholinguistic Abilities to a lim-.

FrostIg Developmental Test of Visual .per-
ce,,Linn, aid parts of the Purdue Perceptual-Motor Survey.,
The choin of teSts for a particular child was based'on
inrmatou cont--,ined iu the referral. Questions about

.

the tO cilL.eff for educable mentally'retarded children or
i:,roblems were referred to the district psycholo-

gt. PNA.71;1'i and visual screenings were conducted by
the ru bcginninct of each school year; however,

coUld he made during the year if additional
problems wore n,Dted.

Peicalle i'_ortt:s wore sent home with the child by the regular
classroom teacher at the time the referral form.was com-
pleted. An informal meeting Was held by the claSsroom
teacher and resource teacher tp discuss the referral.
0pnn receipt of the completed release forms, the resource
teacher completed the testing, and the-child's Case was
pronted at the next team meeting.

Team members included the.nurse, psychologist, resource
teachers; social Worker, principal, classroom teacher and
community workers Who were invited as needed. Parents
were invited Upon their request.. The child was riot in-
cluded in team meetings. The team reviewed the child's
-case and recommended procedures including placement. If
thechild was to be placed in the resource .program, the
parent was requested .to sign a release form giVing permis-
sion for the placement-. .

Children enrol1.2d in the resource program were.grouped on
academic and/or .cootional needs rather than on category
of hca. chLld could be shifted from one group
situaton tn :r-toth= based upon his individual needs. B
hayi.nnal ()H:tcctivs were developed for the child from
structured orD,'Tmams such as 0-SAIL, from recommendations
of.the team, and.rom test results. A. support team con-

soiial worker and the counselor was
able to asist:-::ith programs. or the emotionally handicapped
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ohilJrt.n. Tlw two mentally cerarded children were brought
into the program one-half,day with varying amounts of
time alloated Lo each of the resource teachers based upon
'the :11..rongths and weaknesses cf the child.

materiai:; liAioa in thu resource program included both com-
mercial and leaChur-made, as. well as locally develOped
materials such as U-SAIL. SoMe Of the .commercial material
were DISTAR reading,. Continental Press dittoes, DISTAR 11
Language, Developmental Learning Materials and Teaching
Resources kits, Barnell-Loft workbooks, Reader's Digest
skill: Builders and the.language master. Phrase cards for
the language master and experience charts were prepared
by the teachers.

Progress was muaSured by posttesting with the 'same battery-
of tests used in Screening and diagnosis, usually the Dur-
rell Spelling, the Silva:on Reading Test (alternate forms),
the.mathematicS portiori of the Wide Range Achievement Test
and the Frostig Developmental Test of Visuan. Perception
and the Illinois Test of PsyCholinguistiC.Abilities, as
needed. One teacher used a graph system to chart progress.
Bar graphs in speech were completed While the'child was
present. Other graphs were completed each day by the
teacher and child to show daicly progresS.. The second
teacher used a checkr1ist system or a combinationof ,check-
lists and graphs. Self-graphing and self-correction were
encouraged in mathematics. Charts were prepared at inter-
vals for reporting progress. When a child was remediated
to no more than.one-year academic retardation, he waS pro-
moted from th e. resource prOgram to full-time regular class-
room attendance. This decision was based upon the recom
mendation of the resource teacherS and the.parents' de7
sires.

Suburban Junior iligh SChool. The resource program
was staffed by two full-time teachers with certificates
in learning disabilities and Mental retardation and a one-
half-timeteaching aide. The average enrollment was 70
students divided into.groups of-12 on a subject-matter
basis. One teacher specialized in helping students who
were reading at less than third-grade.level. She a1So
assisted students with subjectmatter in the adience area.
The other teacher specialized in English and the remedia-
tion of mathematics-problems, Categories of handicap
served included learning disabled, educable mentally re-

.

tarded and emotionally handicapped. There .were no motor
handical)ped students in the program. Speech problems were
referred to an itinerant speech therapist.
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,, - 14.1.,01IrC.c, I,A!ach,..-;' at
', H . ! . !4.)(11 ,. ,H1lIdcrm who hdd reeeivod

, .,,. 1 .. ir,IrV ii ,hd were in need co con -
,,:1, di !,

:..,8.: ,, .,
, .es picked un 1.Ar tl.,,,,

nn . POCIII ] Z1 r C I 41''' rl11 1111
' 4 1

1 ' ' " .1 `..,*}In had ....-t,..,.., i vt't1 no
, :, . , ,1,1 0. ,!1),c!I I i F; I. Of proh'..tsTI aro',

1 s-1 ! %':'1'.-s1 -he ...our....:e tervihors t'Itl,
1 1 , . , , t '''. l'''''.1i' -,...iii0-!...ing permi !..ion t.o fe.:!

:, i. ,1 ,,,. .,,..mlem wo...e ir,dicated, req1101..ing per-
: ,r, : , i ,,,,,,,,t. Jul LI),. .e:souree progroll. EL was

r I.% t 4 ' JO r .N 1 1 ' ': ri':p'.;4);;;I: \';',U; P1nrC, , l ncely :i f iboth forms
f : i .

.-Jwdont who had been
; : 1. !); cr- F. iy,c, r;

' ! ;'!! 1.).:11-.t.0.-y Was chosen
`NC \-CrOr'ut.. '.rost, the Gi lmore

I I! IhAtl.c!ry c.:f the Detroit tests, the
;"-1;-. Koy Math, and the Piers -Harris

have a poor self-concept

v,,a held every Tuesday and involved the
psyhoL)(ii: worker, viee-principal counselors.,
r::2.s()Iece ,hci the spcech therapist upon request.
Team mombefs frequently had had'contact with the student
before 01- wiLh oher members of the family. If further
services we needed, reterrals were made at the team

'..)1c)(ist was reSponsible for labeljing
,..ce(Tori_es of educable mentally retarded

or (-,ut,ionaily handicarped and would very often be asked
to veify the score ebtuined by the resourcc teacher on
the Slosson Intelligence Test. The resource:teacher could
determine thesudent's eligibility under the: learning
disabilities c,,,L.e.gory

Bas'(,7a1ly Lt same approach was used in the resource pro-
gram. :c.)r le,anj.ng dir.:abIQd,educable mentally retarded,
and er.eti7)nlv hanc:icapped except for the rate of learn-
ing. eTotinallv handicapped -studeirtould receive
supeort the sccial worker through.grOup.therapy.
One ezl.ucEft)1? monLally reLarded girl was receiving voca-
tional trainfj another school on a part-time basis.

Derieri cit7 the school were 45 t0,50 minutes long.
Stdent Lhe icilA7Cc.) program were scheduled into three
-to five. eu-a3: elas, including art, physical education,
histoiry ,lasses were grouped accordinq to
..4biilty c-)we,7 ab.flity classes, teaching
statio, where a student could go to.receive
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help. There Wd no district policy with regard
to re:in),.,e 1,.achorll goinq into the regular classroom to
hot!) st.ndeni with assignments. There was also a plan te,

PT:\ mot.her to help at the teaching stations in
the ne. t tik Ii rt..

In LI. reh,,ure room the Linsley approach to precision
Ledehinq wa; used, Students were given worksheets for a
fow.minnto of each day in order to.master a sequence of ,

skilt:;. A corrective reading series was also used. At
such time ,1.; the student's achievement would enable him
to compete in 'a regular classroom situation, he was trans-
ferred OHL of the resource room and into a reading or
mathemal L!loss.' Some handwriting and spelling instruc-
tion wa included in the program as needed. Worksheets
from the regular classroom were kept in the resource room
until competed and then tutned in to the regular class-
room teacber. Volunteer.mothers helped students with their

Proqlo , wa, -halted on a day-to-day basis. A point sys-
tem ws,s used to encourage behavioral control. The range
of p)lnts was 65-100 A, 52-64 B, 40-51 C, 30-39 D ancil 29
and below r tor one particular classroom activity.,Grad-
ing was based on self-improvement,

' Progress reports were
sent home with report cards. Parent conferences were
scheduled a:, needed.

At th i7he year students were retested on the same
battery of t-c- .s utilized in screening and diagnosis.
Three to;Achin9 aides helped with classroom instruction
in order to free the resource teachers for testing, The
.resource teachers worked closely with the high school to
refer students needj.ng help. They also consulted with
counselors and cesource teachers at the high school rela-
tive to preregiStration of students with learning dis-
abilities.

Materials utilized in the jupor high school resource pro-'
'gram included Systems 8.0, Spellbinders, high interest-low
vecablary books, science books and materials, and class-

.

room texts and assignments.

Review of Records

The records for.all children involved.in each resource
prerfram wereTtIlled from the file in groups by the resouree
teacher, teaching aide or researchers aecording to instruc-.
tions from the resource teacher(s). For each record the

3 6



I !
and , i f vai I ,thLe

; rot., i . d t1), In ova:Inca. :lhoot:

,;!Th n! ILION t; I ; ;.; 6Th
1;010r1.01 datc, sonri:o, pl,[pose (speech,:"AOAding,
11019vi0r) 4

11,0.0;4 (0. 1.01, ,.1:;0:'; ()in 0;trents 01: guardians
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Polwiwlion to place child in special program
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Validation of progLess
Po5,;ttos'cing (tests given)
Ctl.rting procedures

cal-4e (continued in resource program,
relear:d "!.)ael:. to reguAar class, tranSferred to
anoi:U-r prof:Ir,...m, moved , withdrawn from.program by
parents, etc.)

These data were tabulated from a quantitative standpoint
and. are summarized in the results and discussion section
of this- report

Results and Discussion

Informatioh Crem the review of records is summarized ac- .

cording to i-.he maj.or requirements of PL 94-142 to include
referral-, releases; team meetings, screening and diagnosis,
programming itrategies, _and validation of progress.

TUe sbrce, purpose and promptness of
action were :reviewod with regard to referral. Procedures .

were docum...-ntej as inicated in Table 1.
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Refevral,PNp6;dnrea

Rural
Elementary

(N.23)*

Suburbnn
Elementary
(N.445)*

Suburban
Juniov High
(N=.80)*

1

Referral form in file 21 118 34

Basis for reforral
indicated 21 118 34

Refecrat acted upon within
30 days by Learn 21 74 34

*N is the number of records reviewed

In some cases test results were in the files but no refer-
ral form was found. Dates were omitted on some referral
forms and/or team meeting reports, and the intervals be-
tween,referral and team action could not be determined.

Separate records of the team meetings were maintained, and,
in some cases, the date on which the team reviewed a par-
ticular child's case was rot entered in the child's record.

At the junior high level many of the students were/appar-
ently picked up as they entered seventh grade; the ele-
mentary schools had suggested names of-students'for whom
services should be continued. As 'a result, no referral
form was- placed in the file of the 'student at the junior
high level.

The basis for the referral was indicated on all referral
forms present in the 'files.

- Releases.
mented in the.rec

nformation regarding releasbs as docu-
rds is given in Table 2.

3 3
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P;oont

1:1n,.).

,.101) I , t1,1-11.

(m.'145Y'

hutior

;dont iol

(0)

io I.

siwoiql.proor:im

0

21

1

65

0

63'

,..___- ----,--- -- --_'-
v;k1 number o records reviewed

Mqnv rt21oases wcu:e ,not dated and/or the child's name was
Ylf) entered, which could pose problems as to the legality
oc the release.

'hero obviously wore more children tested than were placed
.n the programS. However, th*s does not account for the
umber of releases granting permission for placement being
ewer than the number of children continued in the program
for service.

Although a release of.confidential information should be

signed by the parent .in order for 51chool personnel to dis-
cuss the child's case in team meeting if persons not on
the .agency's authorized list attend the meeting, there
was almost a total absence of this type of release ihthe
files.

Team Meeting. Children should be placed in resource
programs only after discussion and recommendation by a
team. The team should designate-the category of handicap
and assure placement in the least restrictive setting.
Merely presenting the child's name in team meeting does
not assure that adequate consideration has been-given to
the child's cas.a. Tiowever, if there is no indication that'
a child's rli171.e has been presented in the team meeting,
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woulA ohviounly bo no tqporinnity to dotorMino Lho
quatity (("uowu,ilon and comiWocacion of the child's

Oocumonlat.. .n in Ulu rocordn of the schools utilized
in ttold tosLinti rovealed tht, quantitative dato in Table 3.

Table 3

Team Consideration

RAral Suburban Suburban
Elementary Elementary Junior High

..-.-- -

CACI

,__

pr.,pntOd

(N=23)*

'-'
(N145)* (N180)*

H'IM

CAcegory ol haudicdp

21, 91 47

2
tildtcAt,,d by tedm at:tion 21 88

1
57

*N i number of records reviewed
I
Although 91 children were classified, only 88 allowed date
of team action.

-Although 57 children were shown to be classified by team
action, the date of the team meeting was include in only
47 casos.

Members of the team present at the meeting were not in-
dicated on many of the records, although this inNrmation
was shown in the team minutes in most cases.

Notes of the discussion of some cases indicated considera-
tion of least restrictive placement. However,.this was
not documented in most of the records as would be required
by PL 94-142.

ScreQlling and Diagnosis. Table 4 indicates the num-
ber of cases in whichappropriatescreening and disgnostic
procedures were used, as evidenced by the records.

35 .
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Table 4

Screening ruld Diagnosls

Pur:11.

Elementary.
(N=23)*

Suburban.

Elementary
(N7.145)*

Suimrban
Junior High

. (N-..Rn)*

..

N!!mbr classified LD
'By appropriai.:c testink

By r4orr;11

15

15
0

57
9

4

22
22 ,

0

NUmber-classified EH 5 93 32
Ry 4pproprlate tnstink () .0 14

referrcil 4 3-

By cheCklist or baselide
bhserva.tip.,1- 1

Number classified'EMR 5 3

By appropriate testing 4 3

By 1.7.4...terral 0 0

:Numbx .cJassified-CD 0 12
By:a"ppropriate,testink 0

By referral 9

Number classified MH 0 0 0

*N is number of records reviewed

(

-The screening instruments and procedures and.the category
!,of handicap absignedotqf.each_child were used tO'determine
the appropriateness of the testing for each.child. The_
-tests considered were designated by the resource teachers
accOrding to.the.category of handicap.. A child who was
labeled edu-ObleMentally retarded should .obviously have
had an 'individual intelligence test; the eMotionally dis7
turbed child'should be evaluated by psychological tests

, s,tfch as the Bender, Piers-Harris or by obServational.
,technigues. Oe learning disabled dhild.should be evalua-
-Tted-with=arT7i iilLeIllgence test and academic-
Tachievement t sts'.to determine an appropriate discrepancy

7:1eve1 and bY- specific diagnostic tests to determine the
.nature.of' 't e'disabili:ty. The communication disordered
hild should receive a speech and language evaluation by

t
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a.trained specialist. A physical examination should de-
termine'the Category of motor handicapped with reference
to a particUlar child.. (The.resource teachers indicated
that motor- handicapped-children were evaluated and placed
at a district center_if the handicap were severe enough
to interfere with regular classroom placement".)

-In many cases a common battery of tests was given to all
students in the prograM regardless f handicapping condi-
tion.

Referrals to ancillary personneVwere generally for diag-
nostic servIces, as Indicated in Table 4. In some cases'
a written referral form was ih the 'file; in other cases,
the referral was noted in the minutes of the team meeting.
Results of:the referral.were sometimes indicated in a writ-
ten report, particularly with reference .to diagnostic ser7

.vices. However, there were no reports -relative to continu-
ing services by ancillary personnel, including counselor,
psychologist, social worker dnd speech therapist. Some';7-

times the records_showed referral for services to the
family of.the.handicapped child, but there again, no re-
port was filed to show"the results of the referrals. This
information:would be-essential to the evaluation of the
effeCtiveness of a total resource program..

.Programming Strategies. 'Of-all area's considered,
the programming procedures area was the most difficult to
,evaluate.. None of the three programs, -from the standpoint
of records, would meet the requirements of PL 94-142 for
individualized planning of' bject'ves and goals. However,
it-was obvious in the obse ion that methods and-mate
riels were Tlanned for each ild. The specific behavioral
objective's and anticipated dates for achievement of levels
of proficiency were not dOcumented..- Long-range goals were

' inferred but not-sPecifically stated.. Quite often the
specific .materials. (U-SAIL, Developmental-Learning Materials,
'DISTAR, etc.) or methods (behavior modification, praise,
contingencies, etc.) were noted for a particular child.
The. anticipated outcome, however, of the use of such ma-
terials and methods was not clearly indicated. There .was
liMited evidence-of the interaction'between the resource
teacher and the regular classroom .teacher.- What informa7
tion on programming Was documented seemed to be related
to the caseload carried by the 'teachers. In the rural -

elementary schbol there was information as to methods and
for_ each- child4-6:t_thejunior_high -there _were

12 j.,,ndications of learning systems in the 80 cases; at the
suburban eleMentary school with a record oT 145children
serviced to somedegree in .the_resource program,:informa-

- tion as to individualized methods and materials .wes_virtually
nonexistent.
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ana1,7.iTs-of./,osftesting
; flf- -nla3ni15-Co1ps to

a.; was ----A in :-;.e screen:log and
The a tency for alj chil-

1, n ime basic battery yegard-
: Thasm,tch as

:,ry t" hp child
1:f1. , or CD chille per

'1. tests he jus
-:r: *re al_so used to anterminc.

tl , seheols in the
nn ind:Hjj.dta:a1 .A.1,1:1:1*.jenrcl

iec r)c. the year
"7oo.r

appe..?:r.2 .be a

t-he,- time devoted to test-
:

frr:

)1H in ev,-.1uating the
.;:esuce paogram Obvious..1y, the more

rePresent less days for directed
5 re-:le(,ts the analysis of data per-
oesttesting at the three t:hogls.

i.L ;_es;s by resource teachers in. the field test-
incj weK2 and average time for administra-

each test according to teacher
aveI (p.ruay,lintermediate or junior

high) _ 'i:rified with the test manuals.

:::c.bo(.)1 day (5 hours) per child was al-
aoL the rural elementary school. The

resoure2 teai..her: au ',Lnployed on a half-time basis 'and
'could her personal time as needed during the
a'fLe:nGon.3 fdr te:,Linq purposes. An aide-was also avail-
able,

At .elementary school, the average test-
ing ::iropped to approximately,one and one- _

hal±:
<,

. .

. .

TrIl? proram averaged-two hours per
.

studt. A eri.:cein...4 aLde was. available in this program;
kept .j.n-mind that students at the

. arc, 'ass'icjned to the resource
last days of the term, brd

'ffor 1-1-1J.-F,1 to he sent while thc- re-
testing.
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Table 5

Testing.Time .

_IR.ural ... _Suburban Suburban
Elementary Elementary Junior High

. ...

Time Pattern
Pre
(N=21)*

Post
.(N=21)

Pre
(N=112)

Post
(N=51)

Pre-: Post
(N=80).-(N=80)

Total minutes for
all students 3455 2890 6670 1410 5600 .4000

Average minutes
per student 164..52 737.62 59.55 27.65 70 50

Range in minutes 60-255 90-225 15-225. 15-75 30-105 30-70

Houra in testing
(minutes 60) 57.58 48.17 111.-17' 23.5 . 93.33 66.67

Days in testing
(hours 4 5*) 11.52 9.63 22.23 4.7 18.67 13.33

*N is the number of cases reviewed
"5 represents the average'hours in a schooi daY

Translating the results of this time analysis into practi-:
cal terms would show the necessity for approximately two .

weeks atthe beginning of a school year and approximately
owe to two weeks at the end of the school yearsdevoted to
testing rather than instruction n the resource room.

Other methods of Validating progress were utiliied in the
resource programs. At the rural elementary school daily
and weekly charts Were maintained for spelling, oral read-
ing, word attack skills, arithmetic and behavior. One
teacher at the junibr high school used charting of behavior .
and adademic achieveMent in a, behavior modification point
system. Graphs and checkliStS were used to chait daily
progress of children in the suburban elementary resource
program.

Progress was documented on the records of the children as
differehces between pre- and posttesting, behavioral notes

140%.

.1
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,

and/Or the daily or weekly graphs'and_charts. Eviddnce of
Trogress was noted for 72 of the-80 stUdents at the junior
high school, 21 of the 23 cases at the rural-elementary,
and. 73 of the '85 cases actively served at the suburban_
.eaementary resource program.

The disposition of cases served in the resource program
was indicated in t1iat.'8 children were.released from the
junior high program, with the assumption froM behavioral
rotes that the other' 72 were carried over for service.
next year. At the suburban elementary sChool the'dis-
position of cases was indicated .for_6.9.of-the 145 records
reviewed. Case.summarieS for 21 of the 23 records re-
viewed at .the. rural elementary school clearly detailed,
-the disposition of cases.

C,onclusions and Recommendations

Based Olt the results of the fi?qd:testing the following
conclUsions and recommendations are made:-.

1. 'Records do not reflect the quality of a prograM.- The
quantitative review of the .records must be supplemented by
other.sources of qualitative information in order to
determine' the effectiveness 'of a resource program. It is..

.

recommended that questionnaires, interviews and observations
be used 1_70 supplement the review of.records.

2. Teachers generally select a battery of tests and diag-
nostic instruments which are used for all.children regard-
less of handicapping condition. Mher?. -different tests
were used. (Pier.s-Harris test for emot'.onally-disturbed)
the procedures appeared to be a forMality with nolcgical
relationship between test results and treatment design.
This .would seem to be a waste of teacher time and child
time yhich could have been better used for procedures such
as observation of an emOtionally disturbed child. The-
directed observations recarded.by the junior high school
personnel'had greater relevance for thetechniques- used
by the teachers in discipline and remediation 'than did the
test results. . It is recommended that for resource programs
.which accomodate more than one handiCapping_condition, . .

teachers:sho.:Ild be given preservice and/or inservice.prep-
aration which will enable them to-individualize the-diag-
nosis of each child regardless of the.handicapping condition..
Teachers should not feel compelled to give tests for the
sole purpose of satisfying program evaluators.
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3. Tea:rbers nee(i'l:ime to maintain records and to develop
individualized programs. The pressures of time were
evident for_ all teachers in the'field-testinq schools.
A caseload of 40Ichildren (which was the expected ratio
or each,teacher) i'equires that 'an average af eight chil-
dren he/seen eachliour in a five-hour school day.. It is
unrealistic to expect a resource -teacher to individualize
instruction for forty.children, maintain records, attend
team meetings and consult'with regular classroom teachers,
parents and ancillary_persennel. Demandson teacher_time
are likely to increase with the requirements of PL 94-142.-

--Reisonrce teachers typically have a standard inventory
of methOds-.and materials used in instructing handicaPped
children, A Manual of'procedures for reSource programs
should be designed'to_enable each teacher t000d'e this.
,inVentory in Order to.siMplify record keeping and to
utilize coMpOter proqramminq It is recommended that an
attempt be made to standardize proCedUres, but that no
attempt shonid be made to standardize teaChers.

FH-aluation of Process Model,

_

The proposed process model'was evaluated in. six areas:
1) validity,2) reliability,. 3) usability, 4) objectivity,
5) discrimination,' and '6) comprehensiveness. Revisions
of the model were made as needed to meet these criteria
for a, good measuremnt instrument.

Validity, .

The basic queStion.to be answered with regard'to validity
asks, "Does the prodess model really measure what it is
designed to measure?" The -process model was.very sensitive
to quantitative' data. The' number-of cases reviewed and
the number of cases meeting the requireMents of PL 94-142
could be. readily converted to percentages on the tabula-
tion form for record review. However, the qualitative
'aspects sueh.as attitude toward the program on the-part'
of the child, regulai-tlassroom_teacnery parents and
ancillary personnel and the effectivenesS Of the-1teach7
ing staff were not so readily determined. The question-
naires. i.nterviewguides and observation report forms
were added in order to increase the validity Of'the model.
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Forms used hy evaldators wern modified and adapted as a
result, of the field testing. The researchers wrote in
tes, of referrals and relases and team meetings, the

exact tests and teaching matorials'used, and the-ancillary
personne3 involved. .It was (vident.that decisions made
later on the basis of these data could have been. made by
LJlefevaluator at tho time of the record.review. For
eample,. the signed and dated release for testing was
either there or not there.; .thatime interval between
ref:-rral and team action was-either lesS tharCa month,
longr thar a. month Or not indicated. By using this'
procedure an evaluator. should be able to process forty
reco,-ds in to hours. If a larger number of records iS
involved,.the\sampling procedure should be used. Sampl-

shc:.uld a1s6\be used with the questionnaires and
interviews in orderto accomplish the evaldation.within
a rea::onahle perA)d of time.

- T.. I tr-,

The question.to.pe answered with regard to objectivity
.asks, "Can evaldators control.the subjective impressions
of.a resource program based on prior knowledge of person-'
nel and procedureS or contact with parents in order-that
an objective evaluation may be made?" The researchers
discussed this topic among the personnel in the field
teSting schOols and also compared.their subjeCtive feel-
ings about the resource programs. The merit of a. directed
observation form and the suggested questionnaire and
interview quide`was evident:. ffust being in the resource
room during the recordreview.was an enlightening experi-
ence arid created imprestions as to thequality of.the
program Many of these .impressions were clarified by the
discussion with resource personnel prior to reviewing the
records. For.example, several of the students in the
junior high school resource program were living in reti-
den!ial placements because of severe behavior problemg.
The discipline teOhniques were seen in a different conteXt
for these students when compared with dther_students in
the prcgram- Some of the retidential placemen-t-students
wore suspended, or otherwise unavailable forjollOw:Up-
testing..

Use of the directed observation form and the interview
guide and questionnaires should control for objectivity.

TT: is reommended tha personal data information on
resourc:: teaChers and ancillary personnel not be obtained
prior to the staff prenaration meeting in order that

nectatiOns on the part of the. evaluators

,
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Snasmttch a ieaching credentials needed
:ni rrprams var\ as well as the train-

,:i-tification for the various
ftors should be considered

ciniv et'luati.on hat_ been completed. If defi-
_ cft.'ctivenc:, of the resource program are

:-.11t.araLion .and credenrials of staff should be
unt time. The staff preparation meeting

a structure for evaluation procedures
DbMctive ev.i(-2:ncE: rather than suhjective biasj

IL Ifl,!,

:Int,:ered relative to discrimination
,re),,23.mol.identify children by'proper

rhe provisions 'of individual
shold .c,st in an effective resource

surce.s or: data to be utilized in answer-
on. In thc record review the evaluator

Jlie basis for the.referrai, the screening
,u(1 the ..tiput of, ancillary personnel leading
te,:im meeting. The minutes or record bf the

.J ,,H1nc.Lshould reveal the classification of the child
aij c1i.sahled, emotionally handicapped,. mentaljy

,:7omonicatIve or language disordered or motor
In thi, field testing it was easy to determine
theS rracedures.had been followed. The

of diagnostic and eaching proceSses", goals
arl(i and validation of progress to area of.handi-
cH (-y.i,ac.nt from the records. ..For example,- chil-
d17.*n (il issified as emotionally handicapped in many cases,
nei7e.1 the sam. treatment, according to the records, as

who were learning diSabled, The same tests Were-
cc s:Arne-teching methods and materials mere
r..:iardless of classification for funding purpos'es.

The fr.chet-s ore.awaro that adaptations were made for
ir1 i i di.t:1'.erences.inthe resource rooms involved in. .

th rid testii.g. This was evident from observation of
betwell student.s and teachers. .However, docu7

-)f indvi:luali.ze0 programs was lacking in a
the catc The process-model was sensitive

ur, tht:' lack of dOcuMentation; however, the
t?;:,7)cetui-c- t:ionid be essential to deterine

a -iiscrpancy -_,.xists between 'practice and
:

. .14
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c-'mprehensiveness

The question to be answore in regard to comrehensiveness.
aSks, "noes the Trocess cover all important areas
to be 'included in making a .i.ecision as to the effective
ness of the resource program?" It was obvious as the

testing progressed tnat the model needed to be
epanded to include inout from many sources. The pro-
(-7?dures utilized should include: 1) the record review,

reports from ancillary personnel, 3) guesionnaires
corpleted by parents, 4) grestionnaires.completed by
classroom teachers, 5) ihterviewswith children in the
program, and 6) 01-)=1ervations of resource roominter-
actions. When data from all sources are compiled to
aswer.

,-the basic questions in writing the final report
the question of ccmprchensveness Should be satisfactor-
i17 answ,:?..cod
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Child's Name

Addres

PARENT QUESTIQNNAIRE

School
....

Date

We in the School District are asking a selected
'number of parents to respond to this brief questionnaire. It will I

-help us in evaluating the present.effectiveness of our' special pro,- -

grams and give us suggestions Which might be used to further strengthehs,
our assistance to children. Please fill out the questions tonight and-
return the form in the enclosed self-addressed envelope.

1

Thank you,

1. Is your child now having, or has he had in the last two years, some
difficulties in school? Yes No . If the answer is yes,
please respond to the rest of the questionnaire.

2. Who from the school informed you that your child had difficulties?

3v Who from the school helped you understand the nature of the dif-.
ficulties? (Please give name and/or title of the person or perSons.)

4. . Which people in the school do you talk with? How often?

,:,
5. Were you notified that your child would, receive individual test-

ing? (

6. Were test results discussed with you? If yes, bY whom?

7.. Were special programs for your child discLiSsed withyou?

If yes,;* whom?

t
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8. Please check the appropriate line concerning a planning conference
about-your child.

a. I.was not asked to be involved in a planning conference
about my child and I wasn't informed of the school's
plans to help my child.

b. I did not attend'a planning conference about my child but
I was told what the school's plans were to help my child.

c. I participated in a planning conference about ways of
helping my-child. (Iftthis line is. checked, please in-

.

dicate who attended the conference0

.9. Please indicate with a check the feelinga of your child about the
special help he is receiving.at school.

a. He likes school very much somewhat not much .

b. He feels he is doing very well satisfactorilY poorly°

He likes the people who work withhim.very much somewhat
not much

d. He feels isolated and/cr looked down on by his'friends. Not
at all scimewhat very much

10. _If you had your preference,you would like to see your child:
.(check one)

a, In the regular classroom getting the regular program.

,13. -In the regular classroom geiting special assistance.

c. In the regular classroom some of the time but with periods
where he would leave to get special help from a resource

,

program (special materials, testing, coungeling, etc.).

Whatnhanges have you noticed in your child's behavior since he
has received special assistance?

12. As a summary of your feelings about the school, indicate the
degree of your satisfaction on the following check list:

5 0
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a. TheYanalysis the schriol made about your child's .diffiCul,ties.
Very satisfied . Generally satisfied ; -Onlyjtaftly _

satisfied . Not at all satisfied

b. The special assistance the school has given you and your
child
Very satisfied . Generally s.,atisfied . Only partly
satisfied Not at all satisfied .

.---

C. The twa-way communication between you and the sdhool people.
Very/Satisfied ,.--':' Generally.satisfied : Only-partly
satisfied ;"'Not at all satisfied .

d. The academic progress of your child,
yerY satisfied . Generally satisfied
satisfied . Not at all satisfied

. Only.partly

e. -he emotional adjustment of yOur child.
ry satisfied . Generally-.satisfied . Oniy partly

satisfied . Not at all satisfied

13. What do you and your child' like most about the resource program?

14. What do you and your child like least about the resource program?

51
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.1

CtASS.ROOM TEACHER QUSTIONNAIRE

Narne nf

171e of Chil0 School

ve.0 r:.1F.e.r this chi_d for resource 7,rogram help? If
wer .satisfied with, the results of yoUr.referral?

fi ; how )uld the referral have beep itiproved?

If you didinot refer the child for resciUrce help, how did the
chiLd Inte-tti resource program?

0 ,

you orlStitted pbouL the child's needs and/or placement?
, whom:

a team meeting regarding this child
Of TUV 9.Lhy the resource program this school year?

. f y- it wer.thwhile experience? If not, how could
the -rieuce h dmr)roved.?

fir

re:;ults of testing this-child been discussed with you?
wq- the informaticin helpful to You? If not,

how could the procedure be imi.roved?

Has the,re3ource teacher planned the .child's program with-you?
tf ves .have you been able to follow Ehrough with 'the

plan, E not, hot,/ could the plan-have been improved?

,
6. Hnt.; Cho child shown improvement since being in the resource

,,nro,,ram9 If yes, in what way(s)?

it 46(....what do you chink is the problem?

the stren-gthS of he resource program?

wila.t.rQ your gges-tions for improving the resource program in
vofJr so.oJ.11.\'and district?

Plene ret.g.Irn,col4plet..,questionnaire.to
'
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ANCILLARY SERVICES QUESTIONNAIRE

'Name of person completing questionnaire

Position with distiiet

Name.of child

1. AThy was,the 'child referred to you?

2. Describe the child's problems as you see them.

-How many times and bow often have you seen the child?

Date

Spqcifically, what objectives did you have for meeting with
this child?

DesCribe the child's performance as-yoU have met with the 'child?

6. Specifica1ly,1wht methods and Materials did you use with the
child?

7. Have.you, documented, the child's perfotmance? How and where.

8. HaVe you accomplished,the objectives stated
If riot, what are your plans for the future?

-9. Have ypi met with.other family members?
the ,Qurpose of-your meeting?

In question #A?

If yes, what was

How mariy times and how often have you met withfamily meMbers?

Did you meet at the home, school, or where?

. .

!

10. Have you accomplished your purpose in meeting withlaMily
members? If not, what are your plans for thefutUre?

!

11. Have you.met with other school personnel regarding this child?
If'yes, what was the purpose of the meoting?

.Nith whom have you met?'
,

HOW many times, how often and where have you met?

12. Have you accomplished:your purpose.in meeting with Other school
personnel regarding this child?. If not, what are your plans-
for the friturtl:

13. Comments onthe'strengths arid needs of the School re ource
program in which .this child is enrolled.'

.

Returncompleted questionnaire to
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1:ESOURCE TEACHEE C.).1)EflONNAIRE

Name Date

School District

I'lease. complete the following questions with.regard to your resource
program.-

1. handl each of the following procedures with regard
Hilid whojOy bea potentlal or an a,Ctive member of your ..

-kt2ert-L1 l

tro parentss
,

mceting

or skills Co be develoPed

Strategjes of instruction

Progrss reporting

arat rdt.:1:: do you keep on the children in your program?

3. What differences;- if any, ate there'among procedures for Mentally-
Retarded, Learning Disabled, Emotionally Handicapped, CommUnication
Disordered, Motor Handicapped and any other.types of handicap

,which you seeve'in your program?

4/... What certifica(ion(s) do yoU hold?.

What courses have you taken to prepare for the position of
resource. teacher?

How long have yon taught? In the resource program?

5 What do you see as the strengths of the resource program in
your sthool?

In your disitt?

6. Whac suggestions do you have for improving the resource program
in your sciloon

In your district?

7.. What. Information would you like to be'tertainthat the evaluator
considers in determining the.effectiveness of your resource program?
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:.;

CHILD INTERVIEW GUIDE

Name of Child Date

ClasSroom Teacher' Resource Teacher

Name of Interviewer School

Describe Setting for-interview (regular classroom, resource room,
office, hall) and how the child was chosen for the interview.

1. Tell me what you do in school each day. (RevieW fromrtime child
comes in morning until he goes home in afternoon.)

2. What is the:best thing you do each day:in school? What do you-

1ik least?
. _

3. Toll me about your teachers, (If a nhild.does not mention.
resource teacher, prompt him by asking if he does some things
wirh [ name

4. How do you.feel about the things you do with ( resource teacher

'1
5. Are learning new things or does he/she help you with what

you are doing- With'your other teacher(s)?

6.. Are you able to do .the work.in the classroom better after you
have worked,with ( resource teacher y? If yes, what can-you
do better?

7. Does your classroom teacher you with work that is hard?
If yes, how?

8. HAW do you feel about school?

9. Could school be made- better for you? If yes, in what
way(s)

Comments:

Return completed interview form .to
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OBSERVATION :RECORD

Observer Date

. PrognIln Ohserved: Setting:

reacher with children
(number)

Teayhcr
Team Meeting

Parent Conference

Other

Describe other relevant factors, such aS time.of day, category of .

handicap of children involved, activity underway, materials in use,
other adults present.

1. The Structure

a. Did (child) (parent) (team) appear to know
what was expected?

b. Was preparation for the activity, evident?
c. Was inappropriate behavior dealt/with effectively?
d. Were the participants interested and involved?.
e. Was the activity productive (did learning take

place, did participants experienEe satisfaction)?

2. The Teacher .

a. Was the teacher enthusiastic?
b. Was the relationship between the teacher and

others (child, parent, team) conducive to the
task at fiand?

c. Did the teacher seem to enjoy what was going ou?
d.' Was the teacher's energy level adequate?

3. The Child

a. Were the methods and materials used suitable for
the child's primary handicap (academic or percep-
tual-motor for LD, social-emotional for EH, etc.)?
Was the child involved in evaluating his progress?
Did the child benefit from the instruction
received?

d. Did *the child seem to be comfortable in the
resource setting?

e. D1d the child receive individualized emphasis
as-well as group involvement?

Completed Observation Report to be returned to
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Program Being Evaluated:
Child
School
District
Other

Referral

TABULATION OF DATA
FROM REVIEW OF RECORDS

Date
Name of Evaluator
Number of Casea Reviewed:

LD EMR EH CD MN

LD
Records Meeting Requirement
.EH CD EMR

Documented
-Source Indicated
Classroom Teacher'Involved
Form Properly Completed
Reason Indicated
Proper Steps. Followed
Prompt Action

Releases
-Properly Completed
-Appropriate Language,
Covered All Actions.

Evaluation
-...:.

Confidgntial Information
Placement

Completed Prior to Action
' Parents Notified of Action
Placement Ind-fcated

_.

-

, ,

Screening
Ancillary Personnel Involved .

Reports Complete
Related to Referral-Reason
Commonalities Considered

Team Meeting
Documented in Child's Case
Input to Justify A.acelitenr .

Categoty Indicated
Eligibility Standards Mlf"
Least Restrictive Placement
Parents Involved
Child Involved When Possible

Diagnosis
Sufficient and Relevant
Appropriate ra Child's Culture
Strengths and Needs Indicated
Educationally Relevant,-

57



TABULATION OF DATA.
FROM.REVIEW OF RECORDS

Page 2

Goals or Skills to be Develo ed EH CD EMR MH
Long-Range Indicated .

Short-Aange Indicated
Related to Handicap (Primary)
Related to Handicap (Secondary)
Related tb Classroom Needs
Specific Behavidr Indicated

Level of Performance
Conditions of Learning .

Dates for Goal Selection
Anticipated Dates of Mastery
Team Involvement

Strategies
,.

Individualized Plan -

Methods Related to Handicap
Materials Related to Handicap ,

Provision for Transfer

Progress.

Documented Procedure
Reports to Parents
Reports to Classroom Teacher
Reports to Child

Attendance Records Complete
,

Future Plans Indicated . .

Referral to Ancillary Personnel

Comments:

Percentages Computed:

LD Eli FMR MH
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TABULATION OF. DATA FROM
QUESTIONNAIRES AND INTERVIEWS

Source
of..

Data

Team
Involvement

Individualized
'Programming

Attltude
Program

. Posi--
tilie

Toward

Naga-
tive

improvement,or
Child

Resource
Program

.

\

NoMe
Class -

roomYes No Yes

.

No
a

.al
s..

...4

de
I.. 6
tO ...Itl. L II

0 Z
0
a
C.-.

.

TOTAL-

a
a

E L.
0 L.
0 a CO

L. ...0 Cs 0 Ctn M 0

U M II
(1) Z
0

I

\

TOTAL
..,.,

a
a
w

I. li cl

.--1 0 8

c a a it

a

.

;

.

TOTAL
.

s
a -,)

..I L. ....

0. .z

.

.

.

TOTAL

*N is the number of instruments used in tabulation
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